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students* ability 'to get a program-related job; participation In the 
co-op optionbad a greater impact on eaployaent than th© fact >qf 
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• '/ ' i • INTRODUCTION - : ' ^ 



. ' This report Is the final one of a series presenting the res.ults 
of a stjjdy desigtied to -^cribe p;articipants in the cooperati^^ 
education option of .the technical programs a1;^Macbmb. Based da re- 



sporises to a sur*vey ^ th.e eorop "s^^fcutfen^s were compared with ribn co-op ■ 
students enrolled iri the same Eighteen .technical P^ogra9s;^^:|i3\^^ 
employers also participated by: responding to a survey- dfSi^^ne^d^ 
assess^ their opiniqnpias to. the. effec^;tveness tff"t^^ prepirat^on 
received by stu(dents in Matdrnb's technical programs^ S^: ^^v^^^^ 
of their, percep/tTsQn§. of ^effects, of co-op option. on ^ the employee ' 

■ . ■V-^' . ' . / ■ ' ' . ' ■■' ' y ■ 

was included.: ; . . " . 

' . :The first four re'p^jrt^w under the titles': 

y : ' A . An-AppV'aisal of nhe';^ndastrial^eooperati ve. Education ' ' 
. Program Based.,on: Responses from Students and Employers ^ 

; Date: O^Qtober 14, 1977 

2. An Appraisal of 'the Industrial Cooperative Education • - 

Program Based dri Responses from Students and Employers: 
. -Supplemental Report Number 1, The Design Technology 

Programs _ ; ■ ' > 

' 0 - - Date: ' November 28, 1977 



An Appraisal of the Industrial Coisperative Education 
Programs Based^ on Responses' from Students -an^d_Employers : 
Supplemental Report Number Zy The: Mechanical Techndldgyv 
Programs ' : ' _ . 

' Date: January 10, 1978^ 

'-■ ■ ' - - ■ - ' ■ ' . * ' - ' 

Ah Appraisal, of . the Industrial Cooperative Education 
Pr*ogra^ Base4 on Responses from Students and Employers: 
Supplemental Report Number 3, The Momen Students 

Date: January 13, 1978 • 



1 G 



: Sumitiaries of'^ the Previous. Reports , ' ^-^^ 

. . ;./A- briVf sbimr^^^ previous reports is included to provide_3aS^ 



some b.ackgraund fbr/t^ particular aspect of the serieSi^ ^ 

-i Thfi. firsVrepor^^ 4^^^ detailed description of the. prg- 

cedures .followed and pro vided^ c al l forms and letters used . ■ 

to conduct the study. -The key results showed that students who had 
. the co-op^experience were more, likely than non co-op students to:^ ^ 
w ••. ] / •: have full-time pr^^^^ ' 



2. ^experience a lower u^neiTpldyment rate 
' . 3. complete the i r col lege pr^^^^^ 

4;-.. satisfy tfiei r reasons for enrol ling ^at M6GG 

. . ; : ^1. .j^ _ .. ... . . .. .: . . . • : 

. . 5. percei ve'ttie" .preparationvre'eei ved at MGCB as: favorable 
6. be considered mbre/efficient by 'employers • . ' 

. ' ■ V ' . - ■ * ' • 

- 7. . learn itilSre :quickly dh- the -adb ; . 

* 8. understand the eompahy organization better.: . 

the Design Techriolog^ programs were reported as a group and then 

individually. These a re'.^-ereaf ten referred to as. the design group and 

the program groups, respectively. .Th*e data. in. the y^epdrt tend td be' 

favorable tb the 'Auto' Body Besign Prpg^ram and the^tool Fixture and Die 

Design Program. The co-jop grfeup. from 'the Auto;Body Design Program '"•re- 

pdrted more favorable ratings and percentages, oh ^almost every item when 

compared^ with the entire design co-dp group. The Tdojl FixtUri and Die 

Design Program co-ops and nen. co-ops reported.-generally more- favorable 

' - ■ ■* ,*■-■•«■ 

percentages tfian ttie other -design grbups\ ' - - • 

The format of the f^ch'anical fechnoTogy Pyog^iam rep^ort paralleled 

the p,revious ane. The students in: the Mec>i^nical Jechhdldgy Prt)grams • 

/I * . ■ ' ' , ■ . ■ 

varied frdm tiie 'total 'groups in the first report iii: . • 



■ ■/ . ■ , ■ - - • • • o ^ 

■ ;. ^ • . ■■■ ■ ■- ■ *■ ■ ' ' '/ '_ ■ ■ • * . ' / . ■ ■■ . ■ \ ' 

y ': / 1. that 9 percent mor.§:_of the^ 

" " 7tota.1 group? ■ ■ ' ..^ '^ ' V ' ~ 7 

. . ► 2. that the mechanical co-op group has a Z percent ^ ^ ..^^^^^^^ ^ 

.. ' ■ higher uheffifildynignt rate thati does the total co-op - * 

' group ' : ' . - r ] ; ; . 

3. that the mecihanical non co-op, group has a 12 per- " -j' 
cent higher graduation ra.te than the total non , - 

• to-op group, . j?* . , • ■ *■ ' " 

'4.: that the mechanical groups receiv^' higher salaries 

.. than do the total .'p^o up s. ^ • / 

■■ ' ' ' ■ . . i-^./' - . . ' ' ' • ■ / 

' Two differences between the mechanical co-ops. and non co-ops are 

sufficient to warrant- restatement here. They are:: 

' ■ 1. that 18 p^rfent mire of ttie mechanical co-ops grpduated 

' , ^ ■ - • than didrth'e mechanical non co-opS' * - . 

2. tha^t almost-1'4 percent more, of :the .pchanical cd^oj^- : 

hold program related jobs 'than do the raachanical nori • :■ . 

:v TIse report on the Women^Stildfents.f bund among other sa.lient facts: 

* • ^- • • ' ' - ' . ■ ■ ■ 

V - i. that e(J-Qp_ women /^nd to be' graduates -and to Mdld ; 
. ■ . 'program related jobs • ' . 

' ■ ' ■ 2. that more" non co-op women are unemployedtthan are , . 

» co-op women .. ' . ' . \ ■ : ' , ; ■ 

' " 3. that n percent more Men than men who. have .been^:. ^ . 

students are uriemploy^ ■ 
' * '• >' - ■ ■ ^ . " ■■ / - 

4. that 41 percent 'of the women respbridents^Were f n^ 

■ > , rolled in the Graphic & eommercial Art p^ograriv^;. ; " ^ . 

\ . ' Purpose ■ ■ ■ r ^ : - " . . ' 

' : Thi^ study 'was conducted to cbmpal^^ cd'-bp students 

students on the bases of their respective 'academic achievements .aiid 

• I - • * . - . ■■ 

Other selected characteristics. -Statistical analyses, of data vyere^ , . 
empldyed to cletermine answers to the followinl. questions: 
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1 . -is there; a sVgnifitaHt di.fferehce 1n the' average age * ^ * 
of co-op; and: non cb-op-s tuients ihe first time ihey < V 

"' enrol 1^d~?1f7M — 

: • • ^ , ' ' ■ \ /• ■ . ■ ^ . ■;. ' '\ . ' ' 

2^ Are- former. co-op stuberfts more apt^to be employed- in 

prdgr^am relited jobs than are former non co-op students?> 

^3. Do co-op students' complete more-; re cpurses at . 

' , MCCC than i^ot) co-op, students? ' \ \ 



' 5- 
6. 

8. 



Dd cd-op students earn" rno rev credi t ho^^ at MGeC -than 
dq npn cq-bp students ?^:\/ \ ^ ' • 

co-op. .s|udents_havfr-i:;sJg^ higher final.. ^ 

grade poiint average ]G.PiAJ 'than non. co-x)p students? 

Do' the*'cD-bp graduates vtiava a- sigrvificantly higher 
final' G.P.A. than ttie tO:^'bp»^^ . . 

Do ^the hbh co-bp; graduates have significantly higher 
final:G.P.A.; than.the hon co-op noh graduates? 

Is there"^ significant differenq^ in the G. P.* before/ 
and afte^ the co-op expenence.; for stuyent? 



9. Do the graded received in' the ccJ-b^ seni|har cb 
' significantly irifluep^/'the fihaJ J. Pwfi;^^^^ 



10. 



Are final G.P.A. \s for .co-op studentsywhd continued 
emplc^ment w.1 th tfi^ -co-op, company . significantly higher 
thanUhe final G.P^A. f or- thpse who changed the place - 
of 'their employment? . ■ ^ ' 



11 < 



'Are. there ahy si ghifi cant clifferehcer'between the , 
respqhderits of the first arid, second mailings of the 
survey ins trument? • f : ^ . 



:^ The first report bf the series was based bn the perceptijpnj 
^ther sur^y responses 'gt^e^^^^ This report ^reliedi^ri ; ^ 

the s-tudent records for ^ata. Using grades, cretlit >}ii^^s^ e^ * ■ . 

numbe^ of^ technical c^r variables^' »i \ 

signifiif'ant differences' between co-op arid ribri co-bp students iurfaced. • 
Therefore, this report comp^e'tev,the designed.: to, appraise 'the 

co-op education option of the' Indus triSl^T^ 

/ ^ . ' ■ . . . • ■ 

College. ■ . ' • 



jlogy Programs "a:t<-the 
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PROCEDURE 



The j^opulatvon far this study' Was the 2.52 co-o|d respondents and .; 
the 274 ndn co-op respondents from the' main study . Jn orcier to^ hahdle- 
. the sfatiittcal analyse^^ efficiently, a random sample of^e totaV ' . 
population Was selected^, Tran&#^pts were retrie'Ved for each of'the 
63 CQ-rop Students and 69 nbn co-op; studeiits included in this study. ^ . 

^ An academic performance matrix jwas designed using the folldwihg.' 
irifdrmatipn; taicen 'from or c^iTculated ^ and extracted 

frpm the^ data used in the. main study: . , * . • • 
: Group - co-bp gr noh c0-op' ' , - 

2'. Sex ' - male or female 

■ ^ . ^ ■ ;.: ■ ^ \ \ \ ; • ^ : • \ ' ■ .; . . : . • ■ 

' ; 3; Age ' ^ - first time ehrdlled rounded to the nearest year . ; ' ' 
^ ■' A. Number of credit hdurs .at^ ^ 

'^5, Number of: hours earned ' . ■ " - 

, ' ' * . ' •» ' ' ■ • ' i . ' ■ . . - - - 

. : 6; . Fipal grade point average (G.P.A.) ' • ; - _ ~ ' \ .. ' 

■ r 7. Total* number >of lechnical; cqurses--^^ ^ 
with grades of A^ B,;Ci Ds E and haying^ Section number^^ * 
: , assigned to the. Design, ah HecFTirrieal Technology programs . . y 
arid excluding the, co-op seminar courses . ' - . - 

8: Graduation -yes i.. no j or unknown ■ . ' ;: " 7 ' 

9. employed - yes^. no^ not seeking, or uhkhbwn. ^ ; ^.-.^ ; 

^- , \10. Emplby^d in a pr*bgraffi^reUted* jbb yes^ no, or !hdt :l<nown ' 

J' 11. Resporiided-'to first or second mailing ^- "■■ ■ ; 

12.- Number of technical courses completed 'tfef ore the firlst co-op 
assignment ' / ' _ . .. ^ 

;13.- Number of credi t .hburs cbmp feted before £he firlt eo'.-bp 
.assi ghmeht r • • : . 
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14 ; • 6 ;A . of all- courses w1 tfi grades' of A j-'i B-»' Vc ; "D ^ > of Ve^i^leted ■ 

; r.. . , before :ttie ffl aSSi-gnnien t:z:-':± ^: - f±;^ 

15'.- ■ G.P.A.- of a.11 courses with, gradgs bf^A,- ey:Bi .or: E cpjDpieted '^^ 
- :after ^the f i rs t c.ij r o p ' as s i qhiTie;i t excluding the grades' of co-op 
seminar "tourse ' • . ' f ■-, . ^ • , ' -w * . 

. ■ ■ ■ ^' ■ ■ ■■' ^ ■ . ■ , . 

K.^.G.P.A. of all eoarses. with grades^ of A, B, Dv or except. • - ■ 
' the eo,-op/semihar ' , ■ -:- ' '" ' 




. 17. G. P. Av of co-op. semi narl courses . . 

18> Number of credit hours of (so-op^semfnar . " ' . -- v. 

^ -19. Number of 'semesters with^a co-pp as^lgnmenrt : ' ■ ; . ' 

The ehti>re,1ist of: 19 :items;:wds :prqv1^ed; for^the .qo-dp student groupk- " , . 
^^Item? from one to 13 were 'd(S$e/^mined the hbn co-op group ; thei . 
. others do rfet apply. ^ . ' . . -^-'^ ^ I . . 

. The data .ahal-yses were ^Jhe /foMiWing^ V . 

desenptive statistics' were calculated for vajpouS iterrfs ofr ^ 



1; mirrilnum .value- 
2 . jmaximum value. 
3,. ^ ^ 




> :4.". standard devi*atidrr. 



5. ffequehcj^ ;eounts .. 



^6':, percentages^ . ; 



order to det^rmihS any statistical si gnifftanee be^tWeeh the 

*\ ' values obtained by ^th groups in various ca*tegorie§^, the Student 

•■ ■ — ' ■ ■ ' ■ ^ . -•i. ' . _ . . . 

.tf Test was the same test was .also 'employed to discojyer signlf- 
vT" '"X ■*i..*L* 1^ .1 ' ■■ ■•://'■ , * ■■ - 

•icant drfferences j.^f '^y^, of the values in vadaus catepnes w^ 

thi^^cq^dp grbyp/ The^X {f^) test of significance was used' 

Hi^c^ in ^the frequency counts, of some categories.,:'. : 

. . fdr.vthe .co-op^aa^ . The variousymanipuTations -df Nthe/ '.^ 

•daita praduced^ph^.r^ pj:^edtitbd 4^ '^ -i^-^^-: ^ ' 



ii 
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.:; ' mi^' cha'pm presents' p^^^^^ th6 statistical afi'^yses^- 



'of. the. aata 'gathered (Jn!^hf §fujaert^^ Each>questTon is 



-stpted' followed by .a 'display of >the perti>hent' data. 



■ ^ .1. ■ Is t.h'ere :a significan't^jdifffe^ 

• av^r-gge age of the co-op «bd noh\cor 
■'. ' ■ students the-' "f i rst ,time they ehral led at . 



' The- minimuffi age of students w^n' they- forst'eh,ri5lled>w.^s 18 



■ , ye'airs 'Of age, for -the to-op and 'non to-Op ^rotips;: , The oldest f i i^st _ 
'» time' en ^jol led ee-op student was 29:5'ears of age. Fop«'.the non corbp 
• >■'■ . qroup^the old^tfirstt'i me enrol ISdVstud^ 4^ years of age. 

In order to determine any statistical significance tetv^teen •the aver- 
'• y, age ages- of the \im groups , a t-te^t. was .employed. . ... 

As seen in TaBl 4 . 1; the' di f f erencl between the -^veragl, ages; of 
co-oD and non co-op students' wjien they^first enrdned lis hjgfily signv 
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^ ' /\nalysis' of Ages of Gb-DR and Non Co-pp; Studfents^ 
. WhM-^ First Enrolled -at MCCC . 



Co-op Students 

'N^n, Co-op Students i , 



l/ariance- . Age 



8."91' \ 
.73.74\ 



19.9 ; 
■ 2:5'. 0 • 
t H -4;487* 



;Mge was missing for. two leases. 

': i'"".'.- ■: ■ ■ J *sighif.icant at .001 U 
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; The J ower' average' age for .the co-op group. may have inf Tuenced ' : 

some [Jreviously reported data. Tabled . 8"ahd 13 from tHe. first re- . 

port iriGlucIed tfie faets tH^% the eo-bp'ktbaerits :rep^ •. . 

v. . yi ; onlyMS' percent had related pre-v; . ■ ' ■ v 

• ^ • vious work -experience ; • : • : ' r 

• / Z.^ only 12 percent ehrdlled at MCGC for ^db • - 

, ; * / Upgrading.^ .. > • • • , " . •. 

. , The hbn cb-bp group's av,erage age of- 25 may accdunt for the. 

■ -• .: : ^ _ ■ , ■ - -.■■'•*...,':-.• • ■/ ' ■ :. 

fact almost one-third .of the group had the program rela-ted- 30b 

experience p_r enrol l&i' it Macomb -for .job. upgracfihy:. ' : ' 

v'j ' 2i Are.^former-eb-op student^-rnor^ * • ' ^ 

" ; ' fnipl pyed^ in program T 

V former non co-op students? ; , - . : V ';- V 

' ' '■ - - . ^ , ■ : 

:;'"<vl>n^l5rde'r to afiswer this question a. Chi-Square (x^) was calculated 
to test: the independence of the variables. ; / " 

Table 2 indicates that the eo-op students whb are men are indeed ■ 
more likely to obtain program related jobs becaus^ the value is- 
significant at the "".002 le This means that securirig a program ' 
j:ob is hot me rely by chance ^ Participation in co-op seems td T^flueiice 



this aspect of employment. 



ABLE 2 



Chi-Square Test Between^Grdup'ahd. Prdgrani Related 
' Employmeht: for the Men Students 





Sriup ■ 




Tes t Statistic 


Go-op 




=9.3016* ^ 


N6h Cd-dp V ^ 


. 55 • , 





Srr the ether harid,- the co-op expeHence'doe^ 
have .ttie .same* effect for tlfe worneri studerits. : THe sighificahce' 
■l^vet of the x2 value is .50, rtieariing that there is ah equal 
pbsiib'ility for' the women students to have a program, related job 
whether or, not- they participated in eb-:op^'. ^ . ' . 

• Table S^presents this information^ 




' Chi.-Square Test Between _^Sro'tip ahi Prog rani Related 
' ; - . Employment for the Women; - ;s 






















Sroup, 


■ ' i-. > 


Test Statistic • 


ft' 


Co-op ■,' : r 

: ' \ V,.. 








. Non Co-qp - - 


■ / 3 ■ ■ 





/ /' . . *signifieant at .5 le^eT \ 

: Program completion (graduation) as an influencing agent* in ob- 
taining a program related job was considered. Tables 4 and ^5 display 
the results, of the analyses for the co-op and non co-op gpbups. 

■ \ ™LE 4 ! ■ 

^ Test of Independence of Graduation an.d Program Related 

Employment for Co-op. Students- \ ' .. 









Graduates 


Test Statistic 


. . 58 , ' ^ - 




Proqrm Related Employ merit 




■ 44 





♦significant at level 



14 



10 



'_ TABLE'S ; ; ■ ., 

■ * ..... _ . . • ■ ' • . ' 

Test, of, Independence of Gra and Program 

Related EmpToyffi&nt for Ndn Co-dp Students . 











Graduates' j ' ^ 


. " Tes t Statist'ic 


* 


= 2.248*' 


Program. Related Employment } 
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y''':, Grayuatfoh has /Ifttle statistical , on th^^>^bilit5^ . ,= 

to .get a prbgram. related jpb^for either group. The •actuaT pariici- 
pation in the co-op option -influenced program relisted employment \ 

itipre than did the fact of graduation. f 

■ i ' ' ■ ^ ■ - . - ' ■- . - • . • - •• 

3. Do co-op students .complete more te ' . • 

/ courses at MGGCvthah non co-op students? .' 
Co-op students in ^the study completed from one to- 23 techhical 
courses. The average ■ i^um'ber of courses was, calculated' as M.\ The 
range of completed techhical courses for the. non co-dp group was ; 
zero: to .25 *^ith "ah average of 8^ courses per student. ' Table 6 shows • 
the results of the t- test used' to discover any statistical significance 
to the different me'an number of completed courses. : /■ 



• • " *■ " ' TABLE & ' ' : 

Analysis of the, Average Number of Techriieal Courses eompleted ; 
at MCCC by the Co-bjD and Hon Go-op Students - • ■ ' 



' . ? . ; ; .Average Nurriber 

^ ' : ' ^^P ' ii • Variance ' Tech Courses 

^ V Co-op ' ,63 : ■ 19.06 11.95 

_^ Ndh:Go-oiD' 69 : . ,40.21 . ' : 8.29 .- 

. : : . ■ ' N : F ,=v2:Tl^ ; t =^2.9d* 

■ ' .' ■ \. . • ■ • ,; ■ <r I:'- ■■• 



sigriifi.eSrit at .01 level 



It is obvious that to-op students successf u.lly Gompletevmare^; . 

technical courses than do the non. co-op students. • This . may akd 

have some positive influence' on the ability pf the co-op student. to" 

secure program related empldymefit. 

4, So co-=op . students earn more cre^ hours at . . 
■ . ' MCCC than' do non co-op students? 

■ . :. V ^ .. ■ ■■; . \' . 

The answer to this question was dbtatned fri)m the transcript^. 



_ _ _ __ .... . . 

The co-dp student group minimum number, of earned hotirs was ten and 

the maximum number was 99/ For . the non co-op group the mlnimum'was 

found to be three and th6 maxtmum Was 98. However, the average number 

of , Earned hours- varied considerably for. the/twd groupSs Table 7 dis- ; 

p,lays the differ'ence and indicates that the co-op group" averages a 

•significantly greater number of credit hours earned at Macomb. This- 

information continues the trend of the co-op student being briented 

'toward.:;Cdmpleting the. degree prdgram.. . . ^ > . .. 



TAijLE 7 

• ■ - I . 

Ana-jysisiof the Average Number of Cj^edit. Hours . Earne 
at MCCC by the Cd-dp and No h Cd-dp Studeri. 
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: [_ ■ . I . Average Number « 

• ^roup ;• H_ Variance - Credit Hours- Earned 

\Co-dp . 63 320.88 ' ^ 62.27 - : 

Bo-op^ 65 ■ 7B8.7B : /\ . 42^66/ 

F = 2.21*' ' t = 4.87* 



^Fbur •;Students earned no hdwrs at MacQinb. ' < 

» ' ■ \ *s*tgnificant at .01 level 



r 



&. Do^ co-op Students have a significantly \ ^ 
^ higher f inal G. P. A. ' thin do the, non co-dp 

- students? ' ^ ^ ' V; 

Tab'le 8 presents the results of the t-test t^ed to determine 
w^e^ther' or net tf^e. is a significant difference between the aver- 
age, ff rial G^P.A. of the co-op and non co-op groups,;' Tn fa^t* there 



is. The co-op group has a' substantially higher average G.P.A. (3.08) 
than 'the 2^53 average G.P, A. df the -hdh co-dp group. It is evident 
that co-op students-reeei ve better grades in their college -courses. 

; ; : TABLE 8 

Analysis of FinalG.P.A.'s of Co-op , 
* <^ iSnd Noh Co-op Students , \ ' . . 



Group ' - |i - parlance Mean G.P.A; 

Cp"O0 * • 63 . " .224 \^ ' 3.08 
Cprop .69 ^ .834 / 2.53 

'f = 3.72* T Y4.261* 



*significant. at .001 level 
: 1?.. ■ ■ . 



13 



-\ •Sivsegb tlif ce^ep graduates have a significant^ ■ '^''-^ . ^ 
highel fiRal 6;P.A; th^n do the co-op- non \ • - ^\ 
; ' ^ graduates? , ' ' ,:\--^ . \ ' . ' 

' Taible 9 shows a rather surp'rtsing fact - the cd-dp hbn graduT-- • 

ates. have a jjigher 'final G,P,A. than the eb-ep graduates^ :flbw€tvetr^ 



';.,4r. • 



the .T4' difference has no statistical significance; 



■//. 



1 



JABLE 9 



sis of Final G.P.A. 'l for Ge^ep, 
Graduates and Nen Graduates.' ' 



Gr^aduates 
Non Graduates 



47 

16' 



Variance " 

■ ' .297 .: 

-.276. > 

■ F = 1.337 



Average , 

• Fiqaj. G.P.A. 

3.64 ■ 

3.18 . 

t = -1.019 



sfgriif ieahee * . 31 . ' 



4 



7'. Do the non co-op'-graduates "have a signi- 
; ^' ficantly higher final G.P//i. ' th'.an do th*e. 
non co-op non graduates? /I .>t" \ *. 



Table 10 indicates a difference l^etw^^^^^^^^ groups .uH:hg^,. 



the-fihal G.P.Ai as a point of ^cSfjip^pi^Sn^ gr^adaa'^e - 

group*s average final G.P.A. {3,D7^ is^^^gnif^t^^^^^^ the, 
.2.27 final G.-P.A., of th^ncm; gi*a;diiate grouji. - \ ^ • / ■■ , 



r 
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./ . .. . . ■ •• * 

■■/ : ■. ■ 
/. ■ - ... 

TABLE 10 * .■ . 

• • 

' .* Analysis of Final G.P.A.'s for Noh Cd-bp ' ^' 

Graduates and Non Graduates ' • . 



Average 



/ Group Variance Final G.P.A, * \ 

/ ■ \ ■■• ' - ■■ - ■■ — . ■ ■ ■ ' 

GraduatBS 21 .152. , 3.07 



1 



/, . Nori'(3raauates '. 45 . 95 8 2.27. 



F = 6.312 t = 3.592* 



-r 



iThe 'faet of graduation was: uhkhowh for tHree' ' ■ -i ^ 
respondents. , * ^ , . 

■ ■' ' ■ : ^ ■ ■ ■ : - ■ ' • ^.-'v;-' - ■ ■- ■ .. ■ /■ ^ 

; : , • ^significant at level . 



8. ; Is..tl_rere a significant ilifference in the . .. 

. G>P,A^»> before , and after ttie cq.rop gxperi- 
ehee for the co-op students • "i - , . 

' : ■ In order to determiW any differences i n grades,* -the G.P.A. was 

"caTculated for courses 'taken prior io tlie first co-op term. Then'^he- 

G;P.A. for all courses taken after* the first cti-op term was determined. 

All grades and credi t hours' for the Go-pp Seminar classgi (I.C.I. 250) 

were deleted from the cal'^illaSioos. Table 11 presents .the results of : 

• ■. _ ^ ■ ■ _■ _ _ _■ __ _ _ . -. ■ 

thes^t-test. for. correlated means'. It ts^.obvious .that no statistTcal • 



-sighif icahce exjsi'ts fdl^ the difference between grades ^received before 
' ;and arfter the co-op"*^ experience for this group. .: 



i ■ ' 



J?' 



10 



; V TABtE 11 ■ ; 

Analysi s of S.P.A; of Gd'-o'p Students Be fore an^ Aft e r 
the . First Co-op Experience (-I.C.I. grades excluded) 



^ Variable " . 




. t ' . 

ean S,P^- 


Standard 
Dav-iatlofi 


G. P. A. Before ^ 


• 63 ^ 


2.84 


1.035 . 


, fi.P.A. 'After . 




.2.94 










■ it;= ^.754 . ■ 



■ _' ■ ' _ 

.significance = .45 



9. Do the gradesv received TIT -the co-bp seminar , ' ' ' 
ctlJrsp significantly '^^ 
■ ; ' . G.P;A\.:'s. of the co-op studefits?. ^. ^ 

In prder to answer-.this question mariipulatien. of the information 
• from the , co-op students' tran^ripts was necessary. The finaJ G.P.A. 
was taken from the transcripts of, each co-op student. Then a ffnal • 
G.P.A. without the grades for the co-^ seminar class*(I^G.I. 250) 
was calculated for each xo-op^ student. ' A t-test was then used -to dis- 
cuss whether or not there was a significant difference between the . 
mean values of the two variables, fable 12 shows that there is a 
significant difference at the .003 level. Therefore^ it is apparent, 
that the grades from the seminar course ^influence the actual final 
G.P.A^ for co-op students. • - 



16 



:TABLP 12 

Analysis of the Co- c^.Studefits*\^n^^ 

With and Without the Seminar .Grades 



<3 











•,. ; i4#aii ■ 




. Final G.P.A. 


- 3,08 


.268;, 


G.P.A.: WitHdUt 






Semi har Grades 


2.97 


■t = .3.057* 




*signifi-cant at 


,003, level 



Because this- question of the seminar course "was considered. 



three additional, points are presented. During the data gathering 

and analyses aspects of this study, the followi'ng^i tems were, produced: 
'•. . • ' ■ » . . . " 

1. The aver^^^ge number of seminar course credit: hours 
.- taken by the co-dp students was 9.5 hours. The - 

minimum number was zero and the maximum .was 18 hours. 

*i' - • , ■ ■ •/ ^ -. - - - ^ . -■ . ■_ . 

2. The average G.P^A. -received by student^ for thdse ft 

seminar credit -hour? was 3.8. ,The minmum G.PiA. was 
zero and .the maximum: was 4.0. 

' 3. The average nuniber of semesters of the seminar^course 
■ '(co-pp assignments) was 2^1 . The minimum was zero r 
arad the maximum was 4. , . , v ^ 

Those characte?*is|ics Had an impact bh the .btitcome of th'e data re^ 

ported on Table 12. , * v 



Id. Are^fini,! G.P.A; 's for co-op students 

continued employment with the co-op co.mpany 
significantly higher than the final G.P.A. 
. . for those who changad^ the place of their 
> ; employment? V.-' ■ ^ _ 



21 



. 17 



• . ;, ■. TABLE 13 ■ . ; 

sis 0^ Final G,.P; ft; ['s. for Student 
in a Spe'cific Category ' ■ 



n Variance ^ . &iP.A. 



With Co-op Company . 24 .241 3.04 ■ 

iNot at Co-op Company., 39 ■-.219 3.10 



-V - ^significant at^^; 55 level 

' --- -- ■ . ' ■ ^' ■ 1-".^ •^:-v"' - 

Table 13 (above h-kii^w^ the group, who changed ^tha p^ite of 

employrfient has a .06 higher final G.P. A. . than the group who did pe- 

main employed with the co-op ^ company i RoWever, the difference did . 

'_ 1 .'i ._ _ ^ _ 1 _ 1 _ 1 ■ _ ^ _ _ . _ ^ _ _ ^ ■ ■ , ' ■ ' ■■ ^ ' _■ ■■ . • 

' not achieve any statistical significance. .( 

- 11. Are there any significant differences \ ^. 

between the respndent's to the first and ^ \ 

: . second mailings? - > : " : . 

■ " ' " <» ' , ' ■_ ■ ■ ' * _ . _ _ 

The flexibi li ty of the computer program made a- tomparis'bn be- 

tween respondents of the first mailing.:.and second mailing possible. 

The test was run. on the co-op graduates frp^n the mailings. 

It was. found that thef^e was no significant difference in the. number 

, whp wefg graduates.^ There was also no significant difference in the 

h^umber of non co-op graduates who_ responded to the first brosecond. 

mailings a-s discovered in a analysis. 

A test was then run on the plumber of; co-op respohdehts who 

have program related jobs.: There is ho- statistical ly significant 

( difference between the 'first and second mail.ing respondents and the 

fact of program related empJoyment. The ndn co-op group also showed 

/no significant difference in that category. ' ^ 



if ■■ 
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the iriformatibri 'usey in ^dete^^ 
'is useful in that it shows that the Tespbridehts to' th'e separa'te :mail- . ' 
ihgs-yere iiiriilar. This is not onl^ InTomative but^kdtds -tb 
reliability, of the sampling techni£.ues and; other proee^Eites Used.dur-; 
ing this stu.^^. • . ' ' — : . > -r, . -J^ 



. f' 



S 



0 t> 



eric;,'.::, • J ■ ■ "T.' ... ' ' ^r:V:^- -S: t^X 



■ i"*^:' ' -V- ' 



V/: 



V./ ^. '^CHAPTER rv. 



L-^ ■»■•;■ 



. The purpos'e. 0f thfs 'i;hapte^^ to expand s^me points ..ill us t rated; ^ 
. by "the "^re^dui i^hlfi^ reported in various categpries Were, ^ 

,febr ganizetl^gi^f^ite^ th"LS; S(^et^ott.^^• . : ' : _ ^ . / 

1 '^ '^ The fotl^wlng seriesr of;yfour .^tabTfes ^riD^l^de^^me-ep^ * 
V^i: conop' students apd hoff;cb-gp'^stuy^rt^ an:d^pro.gr^^m^^ ^^^^^ 

.^:>elptecj*em^ in the devel - 



•q[?nfent\'bf stUdesti^prdfl^^ df;'certairi ehariacte^lstica.., ' 



i 



A^/^8e^er^t;iba Cbi-dt)/. Stiiaenj:s Us i ng 
o firadua Status ds/a_*Base 



Graduates 





; ■ ■ • GategeNry . ' ■ - 




■ N=47 •> 
.Mean 


:N=16 
■ Mean. 


■. .!f ■■ . . * 

'■' • <i f i 


-:^Ayerage^Age ■ ' * • 
* FlTst^E^ro11ed\ 


'. t' ^ ' 


'EO.13. ' . ,■ '. 


,19.3 




.Average Number t)f^_ _ 
Credit Hours Earned ^' 

■" •« V . • ■./*.■.■. 

„ A . ' ' . ■ 

AVeragi Number "df ^- ; 


/ ' ■ . 




■ '53.2 

■ r J 




Te eh h i cjil C oil r s^es ' (^drhp 1 e te^J 




11.8 


^ 8.8 


. a 


• 7\verage^n^V'&P;A; 

r Avef^age^G.P'Ai^. With NoV"^^ - 
- ' Co-op Semi-nav^ ^Graifl^S/^^. , 




: 3:e4 ■ 

2.95 ■ ■"-.'I 


.3.1.8. . 

■3.03 : 




^ ' Average: J(^:P^:A,, of ^ - ' 
■■ • ' Xd-ojDv Slrfiiriar . ^ ' 




a, 87 






; , Average .Nunibar of, 
' Credit iicJ^utjs- of So-op 




9.4... 


' ■ ■ 9,7 :' :,; 


ERJC 


j) * * ■ - ' I * • ^ - 
. ■ ' . . 4 ' 


19 

24, 




■TV - " 
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■•■:'>':-:^,^./TABtE, is.":;" 

Deseriptieri of Nbh .£e-ap Students 
Using Graduation" Status as a 



^ Category' 

Average Age First Enrolled 

Average Number of 
Credit HCurs Earned 

Average Nurriber of ■ ■ 
Technical Courses Gdmpleted^ 

^Averag^, Final G.P.A.; . 



Graduates 
Ml 



25.5 
65 .6 

13.7 ■ 

3:B7--: 



Non-Graduates 
N-45 • • 
-. Mean 

24.7 

.31,0, 
■ 5.6 ■ 

'■ 2;27: » 



^the-gradua-tion status is.iinknown for three respondent^. 



I HJC ■ 



. - . . TABbE 15^ 

' Description of Co-op Students .IJ.sing^ 
Program Related Employment as a Base^ 



Category - 

Average Age First Enrol lisd 

Ave.rage^Numb^r of r ; 
Credit Hours Earned^- 

iAve.rage Number of 
Technical Courses Completed 

Average Finar'G,P..A. 

Average G.P:A. With No 
"Ee-ep Semiriar Grades • - 

Average G. P. A.. of 
Co-op Seminar-, 

Average Number of. 
Credit Hours of Cbrdp ' 



am 

Relatej^ 'dbb 
N=44 ... 



■20.3 

'5.5/2. ' 

,11.8' 
. 3.08 

: 3;.00 

■■ 3.94 
10.2 



I -Program 
Related dob 

— . Mean*" 

:19.4 ■ 

• : 51.-6 , . 

. 9.2:, :. ; 

3.14 . 



is base was unavailable for five respondents, 
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Description of Nof] Ca-gp Stuctents Using 
Prpsram.Re1ated;|rnp1(^ Base^ 



: Program^ J^on Program 
; Related Job ' - Relaifed Job 
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: Category : - ■ Mean ' •:. Mean 

Average AgeJ^i^rst Enrolled. ; 

. Average Ntiniber of ' \ 

Credit Hours* Earneci/ • _ ■ . ' 41^9 

^Average Nugiber bf . : ^ ; ■ r 

^Technical Courses Completed' 9:7- - ' 6.8 




: V- Average FinaK • . • / T . 2.76 2.42 • V ' 

^Ttjis base; waV unav^iTabTe for eleven respbridents . ^: 

. ^ ^ • :Tf\ejfa:Gt that! the average age: of co-op students when they enrol led 
for the fir&'t tinig; tl9!!9 yrs.) is significantly lower 
pdndirig age for riph eo^rop studerits-{25i0 yrs .) lends itself to ' ' ' 
speculations . The younger co-op'^ Student has liitle previous -experience 
V - in areas- preseiit^^^^ . Grasping theory may be 

more difficult Without .t to Use- as a point df^y^erence; 

Also, the stude^nt may use cgil^ge servfceS^TO 

'Participation in co-op ws' determined tto*be mor^ influential in a : 
* student 's ability to secure a program related ^^^^ his actual/ V- 
graduation a program/ ' : * • ^ 

. The co-dp student also successfully eomjsieted more techhieal 
courses than hen co-op students. rThe average eo-ep student cbmpletedV. 
. about U technical courses . Along Wi th the* .cortiplet^ of technical 
coursesj'the nurtjber .of credit, hours earned by ; the students is ffiter-i. 
estihg;.J;5he'gradtiates; both co-op arid niap eo-bp; earned the same . ' 



■average nijmber0^^ . The diff^reHee eeeurs 

. ndn graduates frart both groups, are considered? ' Jhe cb-OFi ribn graduate 
V earried an averag^^^^ credi t hours and the non co-op ndn graduate 



' ■ earned ar^^erage of 31 credit hours ; These /findings .are noteworthy 
.•especially whe^ the issues of retention and nristitutiehal pi a^^^^ 
cdhsiderec^ 

■/i The i^r^f a si pi fi cant improvement in G.P.A. after a student 
^ parti cipate^d 1 the co^op option arid the positive influen^^^ the co-op . 
seminar course exerted on the final S.PiA* are striking facts revealed 

' by the data arialyses. iT'is not the prerogative of thi.s report to ; 
conjecture ppssible reasons for the reported phenomena. The results 
,6f the*^s.tatis4;ical Analyses of the data stand on their own. 

: - Throughout the entire series 5f reports there is 'evi.derice that 
students who had participated in the c^.-op option at MCde. are on the 
' rnor;e favorable side/ of most questidris. This in itself poses further 
questions. For e^xample: 



1. What are som& characteristicsof students who choo 
participate in the co-op option at MCCC? 

2. Are the eo^p students mre_ gdal driented and/or motivated 
] . than -other students in the same programs? \ 

Resolving those Jssues'wbdld entail further InVfestigat^^ are 

- . ■ " , . ■ ■ ■ ■ " - . ■ . 

beyond the scope of this particular design. 

This study amply provided, data for future administrative decision 

making and offered decumerited argUmefits for encpuraging students' to . 

pursue the program. ' - ' 



CHAPTER V 
; SyMfilAFlY ' ^ 



This report compared selected characteristics and the academic ..^ 

performance of a sample of co-op and non co-op respondents to, a surveys 

The datav secured from transcripts and. survey Instruments 

provide the following answers to thevpbsed qtiestibris: : - 

- L Yes, there is a significant difference in the ^ a^^^ 
• age bf the co-op students (19.9 yrs.) and the non co-op 

Students "(25 yrs;) the first time they enrblted. at; MCCG. 

2. Go-bp students who are men are mb re apt to be empioyed in 
program related jbbs than are thef r hbh eb-ap cbuhterparts . 
No such difference is evident fbr women students. 

3. Go-op students/complete significantly m^^^ 

* nical courses at MCCG than; do non to -op students ^.^^ 

' 4. Gb-bp students earn significantly credit / 

• ! hours It RGGG than db hbh cb^bp students . 

5. f Co-b^studehts 1ii (p^ .001) higher final >^ 

G.P^. 's than, do the non co-op stiJdents. 
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6. ;, The co-op graduates do not have a higher final G. P. A. than 
0-: db the co-bp non graduate Infact the cb-op non graduates' . 
' . mean . finales. P. A. bf 3.18 was 14 hi gher than the graduates 

mean -final G.P;A. of '3.04. . :•: / 

7:^ The non co-op graduates have a si goifleantly (p .001) 
' higher final G.P.A. thahvdp the hbh co-op noh graduates; 

; 8. There is no significant difference in the G.P.A. before and 
, after, the co-op experience for the co-op. student. 

9- grades received in. the.cb-bp seminar course {ICI 2.50); ^ 
do^signifieantly (p < ;003) influence the finaT G^P.A. 's bf 
the cbH3p students. V 

Id. Final G.P.A. '.s for xo-op students who cohtihued emplbymeht 
wi th^the_ co-bp cbmpany are not significantly higher than 
■ the final G.P;A. 's for tho^e who changed .their place of: 

employment; - 

.. ■ . '. . _ .. ... ^__; ;. . . 

11. There are no significant differences between the respondent's ' 

to the first and secbrid mailings. , . 

., " ■ ' " . " ' , ■ ' " ' ■ ■ ■ . • ■ 

2^ ■ ' 



